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Abstract 
The study was conducted to investigate the perceived effectiveness of performance appraisal system in 
government owned secondary schools of Sidama Zone, Ethiopia. The study used teachers, school principals and 
experts from District education office as a unit of analysis. Descriptive survey method of quantitative research 
supported by qualitative study was employed to investigate the reaction of teachers and principal against the 
standards set for effective implementation of performance appraisal system in terms of the design, process and 
implementation of the appraisal system in secondary schools. The research was conducted in sidama zone with 
randomly selected government secondary schools. One hundred forty seven teachers were selected using 
systematic sampling method and all seven principals of the selected schools were included due to the fact that 
their number is manageable. Survey questionnaire of both closed and open ended questions were used. In 
addition, Interview and document analysis were conducted to triangulate the data. Data collected through 
questionnaire was analyzed using percentages, frequency, spearman’s rank order correlation coefficient and chi –
square. Whereas, data collected through interview and document analysis were presented in a narrative form. 
The findings of the study revealed that; a) there was no common consensus on the objectives specified in the 
plan for appraising due to lack of participation b) some of the measures used as a performance standards were 
not reasonably convenient and practical c) teachers were not fully involved in developing appraisal criteria d) the 
schools did not arrange performance review meetings as per the guideline e) teachers lost trust and confidence in 
their appraiser(s) f) teachers and principals were not exposed to training related to the result oriented appraisal 
system. Based on the findings, the researcher forwarded the following recommendations: i. the school must fully 
involve teachers in developing the appraisal criteria and performance plan, ii) the district office should facilitate 
trainings related to result oriented performance appraisal iii) the zonal and district education office should ensure 
the practicality and convenience of the measures used as a performance standards in the schools. iv) the school 
should organize committee( comprising school principal, unit leader, department heads and representatives of 
student) to appraise teachers. V) the school should arrange continuous discussion on the objectives specified in 
result oriented performance appraisal. Vi. There should be performance review meetings between the appraiser/s 
and the teachers.   
Index Terms— Result oriented Teachers performance appraisal (ROTPA), Management by Objectives  
DOI: 10.7176/JEP/10-10-03 
Publication date: April 30th 2019 
 
1. Introduction  
It is now about a century, since the introduction of modern education in Ethiopia. Since then, the progress in the 
sector has been facing a number of challenges and progress as well. Whatever the extent of achievements 
registered, no one denies the contributions of educationalist in general and that of teachers in particular. Indeed, 
human resource is the crucial and indispensable input in such a sector demanding mental efforts above all. 
Undoubtedly, evaluation of achievements in the sector of education is in turn attached to evaluation of teachers’ 
performance (Berhanu 2006:1) 
As described by Yilma (2007:1), the success and failure of any organization can also be realized when 
performance appraisal is properly done. Performance appraisal is one of the strategies to test whether the 
organization achieves its goal or not. Properly designed performance evaluation criteria serves as a tool for better 
communication and development of the employee as well as for the attainment of the institutional goals and 
objectives. Organizations have employed performance appraisal for managerial decisions; that is, for employees’ 
promotion, transfer, and termination. It also serves to identify employees’ development need and thereby giving 
proper training in order to improve the employees’ performance.  
It might seem at first glance that performance appraisals are used for a rather narrow purpose- to evaluate 
who is doing a good job ( or not). But in reality, performance appraisals are one of the most versatile tools 
available to managers. They can serve many purposes that benefit both the organization and employee whose 
performance is being appraised.  
From the stand points of individual development, appraisal provides the feedback essential for discussing 
strengths and weakness as well as improving preference. A developmental approach to appraisal recognizes that 
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the purpose of a manager is to improve job behavior, not simply to evaluate past performance. Having a sound 
basis for improving performance is one of the major benefits of an appraisal program (Bohlander and snell, 
2006:350). 
For evaluating employees’ performance appraisal, there should be the basis for making important decisions 
when developing an appraisal system. There are two types of performance appraisal methods. They are 
traditional method and modern or result-based method. The traditional method focuses on natural behaviors and 
job behaviors. This method has been exercised in our country for so many years and was evaluating behaviors 
rather than results and was not accepted by many. Result based performance appraisal, however, evaluates 
results based on work plans by identifying key result areas (KRA) and establishing their standards. The appraisal 
is conducted based on the quality, quantity, time and cost of the attained results. The evaluation based on results 
focuses on the inputs, outputs, outcomes and impacts of a given key result areas (FCSA, 2003:2). 
Management by objectives(MBO) is result -oriented performance process rather than activity- oriented, and 
is based on the premises that performance can best be measured by comparison of actual results to plans or 
expected results. MBO is a philosophy first proposed by Peter Drucker in 1954 that has employees establish 
objectives as a basis for evaluation. Thus, managers must be willing to empower employees to accomplish their 
objectives on their own, giving them discretion over the method they use but holding them accountable for 
outcomes (Bohlander and Snell, 2006:372-73).   
In the Ethiopian context, As set out by the Ministry of Education (1995:5-7), the attainment of educational 
objectives and goals are measured against the major curricular issues such as: coverage of annual curriculum, 
usage of appropriate teaching strategies and teaching aid, provision of quality lesson aided by laboratories and 
library references, participation in co-curricular and other related activities, conducting pertinent educational 
research, contribution to foster girls education by providing special academic support and provision of student- 
centered lesson.On the other hand, a well -designed performance criteria related to instruction can constitute 
valuable professional development for teachers. Therefore, in order to put teachers’ best effort, performance 
criteria should be designed carefully. In support of this,Yilma (2007:1) indicates that “…A properly designed 
performance evaluation criteria serves as a tool for the development of teachers as well as for the attainment of 
institutional goals”.  
Performance appraisal is perceived by many staff members and their administrators as a “Mixed blessing”. 
Most of them accept performance appraisal as inevitable and potentially valuable, but many question its 
usefulness and value in practice because of the presence of certain basic problems. These problems are related to 
the design and operation of the appraisal system, skills and competence of evaluators, and perception of 
employees about performance appraisal (Melaku, 2010). Hence, the purpose of this research is to assess the 
process of the design of performance appraisal criteria, the process of appraisal, the participation level of 
teachers being appraised and the overall perceived effectiveness of the implementation of performance appraisal. 
 
2 Research Methodology 
2.1 The Research Design  
The research method that was employed in this study is descriptive survey. This design is chosen because it 
would enable the researcher to assess the current practice of result oriented performance appraisal and teachers’ 
and principals’ reaction to its design and process.  Gay, (1996:251) describes descriptive research as follow: 
“Descriptive research at its best can provide very valuable data. It represents considerably more than 
asking questions and reporting answers; it involves careful design and execution of each of the 
components of the research process, including the formulation of hypothesis, and may describe 
variables and relationships between variables.”  
Moreover, this method is also useful in identifying the nature of the problem by collecting appropriate data. 
In this regard, Kumar (2007:192) describes that the major purpose of survey method is to tell “what is”? That is, 
to describe the present problem or phenomenon. This means that, it is highly significant to show current situation. 
This method is also important to gather data from large number of respondents at a particular time. Moreover, 
the method also helps to reveal the feelings and views of a particular time.. 
 
2.2 Respondents 
The respondents in the study were teachers, principals and experts from District Education Office of the sampled 
schools. There were a total of 7 (seven) principals and 490 teachers in the aforementioned seven sample schools. 
All principals were incorporated in the sample due to the fact that their number was manageable. The sample 
size of teachers was determined by using systematic sampling technique. In such away, 30% of teachers in each 
school were included in the study which makes up a total of 147 teachers. This technique was used to include 
teachers from each school proportional to their presence in the population as a means of increasing 
representation of the study. After the number of samples determined, systematic sampling technique was used 
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and thus, every kth teacher on attendance list was selected using the formula k=     where “N” is the total 
number of teachers in the school and “n” is the sample required from that population. 
 
2.3 Instruments of data collection 
During analysis, the data collected were checked and numbered first and then tallied and changed in to frequency 
counts. Based on the nature of the data, relevant statistical tools were used in order to interpret the data and draw 
valuable meanings. The statistical tools used were Percentage, Frequency, Spearman’s rank order correlation 
coefficient and chi-square-test. 
Percentage was used to analyze various characteristics of respondents. Chi-square test was used to calculate 
and detect whether there is a statistical significant difference or not between the responses of teachers and 
principals on the given items. Whereas, spearman’s rank order correlation coefficient was used to analyze the 
degree of association between the perceptions (the correlation between the rankings) of the respondents. In 
addition to the quantitative data, information acquired through interviews and document analysis was analyzed 
qualitatively 
 
2.5. Results and Discussions 
2.5.1. Teachers’ participation in setting objectives and measurement criteria for the appraisal system 
Different writers argue that the participation of evaluates who are directly affected by the appraisal program, 
plays a significant role (Melaku, 2010:37). Active participation by the employee is very essential in developing 
the action plan. Regarding this, questionnaire was administered to teachers and principals to check the extent of 
teacher’s participation in setting objectives and measurement criteria for performance appraisal. 
 
 
S.No 
 
 
Items  
        Respondents   
 
 
df 
 
X2 
calculated 
 
X2 
critical 
 Principals  
 (N= 70) 
Teachers 
(N=142) 
No % No % 
1 How often do you discuss with your 
appraiser/teacher about the objectives specified 
in the ROTPA plan of the school  
       
A Always 3 42.8 11 7.7  
2 
 
11.08 
 
5.99 B Sometimes 3 42.8 53 37.3 
C  Not at all 1 14.28 78 54.9 
                                     Total 7 100 142 100 
Table 1 depicts that majority of respondents that is 78(54.9%) teachers and 1(14.28%) principal responded 
that there were no discussion on the objectives specified in ROTPA plan of the school. 53(37.3%) teachers and 
3(42.8%) principals responded that discussions were held sometimes. Whereas 11(7.7%) teachers and 3(42.8%) 
principals responded that discussions on the objectives specified in ROTPA plan held always. 
Moreover, it was confirmed by interview with one of expert of woreda Education office  that school 
principal prepare the ROTPA plan and pass through department head to teachers. Teachers then receive from 
their respective department head and implement it accordingly. This might be due to fear of challenges from 
teachers on those objectives which seem to be difficult to attain. The school could have solved this problem by 
making clear cut discussions on each objective and on the manner that how these objectives could be attained.   
In table 3, the X2 test with 2 degree of freedom and α=.05 level of significance indicates that, there is 
statistically significance difference between the responses of teachers and principals regarding mutual 
discussions on objectives specified in the ROTPA plan of the school. 
All interviewed experts of the Woreda Education office similarly responded that “…teachers refuse to 
accept some objectives which they found to be difficult to achieve. Thus, the school principals prepare the plan 
and distribute via departments. FCSC(1996E.C:12) stresses that employees develop their performance plan on 
the basis of two way communication with their bosses. In relation to this Mathis and Jackson (1997:358) 
proposed a key idea for MBO stating three key assumptions underlying MBO appraisal system. 
i)If an employee is involved in planning and setting the objectives and determining the measure, a high 
level of commitment and performance may result. ii) When objectives are clearly communicated with employees, 
they can accurately understand what they are expected and thus easily accomplish their duties. iii) Performance 
objectives should be measurable and should define results through clear result indicators. 
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Table 2: Parties involved in developing appraisal criteria (performance plan) 
S.No   Items                  Respondents 
Principals 
      (N=7) 
Teachers 
(N=130) 
No % No % 
1 Who develop(s) the appraisal criteria for teachers performance appraisal 
currently employed in the schools? 
    
A Principal 6 85.7 73 56.1 
B Teacher(s) - - 14 10.7 
C Unit leaders - - -  
D Department heads  1 14.3 6 4.6 
E Woreda Education Bureau  - - 37 28.4 
Total  7 100 130 100 
 It could clearly be seen from the above table that 6(87.7%) principals and 73(56.1%) teachers confirmed 
that it was principals who were developing the appraisal criteria. The involvement of department heads in 
designing or setting performance criteria by which teachers have been evaluating with was also not encouraging; 
that it was supported only by 6(4.6%) teachers and 1(14.3%) principals. The involvement of teachers was 
supported only by 14(10.7) teachers and no principal responded to this.   
Additional open ended question was raised for teachers and principal to write any parties involving in 
developing appraisal criteria. Principals somehow confirmed the involvement of vice principals and teachers also 
supported this idea. 
Despite minor discrepancies as to whom develop performance plans or standards for teachers, which might 
been arisen from variations in actual practices from schools to schools, majority of the respondents have assured 
that setting of such a plan has been the duty of vice directors and directors. 
The deviation observed in our case, however, was that, the employees (teachers) ought to have been 
developing appraisal criteria (performance plan) which, of course, had been drawn from schools’ educational 
plan. Because, it is one of the characteristics of result oriented performance plan as presented in FCFC 
(1996E.C:12); stressing employees develop their performance plan on the basis of two way communication with 
their bosses. 
2.5.2. Methods and process of Performance appraisal system. 
I. the appraisal method  
Table 3; Opinions of teachers and principals on the methods of performance appraisal   
 
S.No 
 
Items  
      Respondents   
df 
X2 
calculated 
X2 
critical Principals    Teachers  
No % No % 
1 The method of appraisal are clearly communicated 
before they are implemented 
       
A Agree 7 100 42 31.5  
2 
 
13.66 
 
5.99 B Disagree - - 54 40.6 
C No Opinion  - - 37 27.8 
  Total  7 100 133 100 
2 Teachers set their own performance target in 
collaboration with appraiser  
       
A Agree 7 100 78 54.9  
2 
 
5.52 
 
5.99 B Disagree - - 31 21.8 
C No Opinion  - - 33 23.2 
 Total 7 100 142 100 
3 The methods encourage and promote teachers to 
work hard 
       
A Agree 5 71.4 55 40.4 2 2.76 
 
5.99 
 B Disagree 1 14.2 58 42.6 
C No Opinion  1 14.2 23 16.9 
4 The methods encourage teachers for improvement 
and innovations 
       
A Agree 7 100 42 31.1  
2 
 
14.02 
 
5.99 B Disagree - - 62 45.9 
C No Opinion  - - 31 22.9 
 Total  7 135 135 100 
As can be seen from table 3, only 42(31.5%) teachers agreed that the method of appraisal is clearly 
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communicated before they are implemented. On the contrary, 7(100%) principals agreed supporting that the 
method was clearly communicated. Majority of teachers, 54(40.6% responded that they disagree. Both principals 
and teachers commonly agreed (100% principals and 54.9% teachers) that teachers set their performance target 
in collaboration with their appraiser(s) 
One of the interviewed teacher reported that the plan was already developed by other bodies; the role of 
teachers when performance appraisal is designed was to give comments. Teachers were not decision makers to 
modify or change unacceptable plan of action but they simply put their signature on the form of developed 
criteria. 
For item 3, 5(71.4%) principals and 55(40.4%) teachers agreed supporting that the appraisal methods used 
encourage and promote teachers to work hard. But majority of teachers, 58(42.6) and only 1(14.2%) principal 
disagree on the issue under discussion. On the course of interview, some teachers reflected that the result rated 
by the appraiser is almost similar and there are no rewarding mechanisms for those performing well in 
comparison with other teachers. Thus, there was less commitment among teachers. This issue was also supported 
in item 4 that the majority of teachers, 62(45.9%) responded that the appraisal method did not encourage 
teachers for improvement and innovations. 
For the above table (table 3), theX2 test with 2 degree of freedom and α=.05 level of significance shows that 
for 2 and 3, there were no statistically significant difference between the responses of teachers and principals; 
whereas for items 1 and 4 there were statistical significant difference between responses of teachers and 
principals. 
II. The appraisal process 
Good managers see performance appraisal as an opportunity to communicate with the subordinates what the 
organization wants them to do. Employees need to know the importance of the appraisal system for the 
organization and for individual development. To this end, question was raised to teachers and principal whether 
teachers communicate with their appraiser on the importance of teachers’ performance appraisal. In adition to 
this, there should be a planned discussion between the appraiser and appraise on the process of appraisal. 
Table 4. Teachers’ and principals’ response regarding pre-appraisal meetings 
This part deals with whether the school arranged pre-appraisal meeting for teachers and principals to discuss the 
appraisal process. 
 
S.No 
 
Items  
        Respondents   
df 
X2 
calculated 
X2 
critical Principals Teachers 
No % No % 
1 Does the school arrange pre-appraisal meetings 
for appraiser (s) and teachers to discuss the 
appraisal process? 
       
 A Yes  5 71.4. 36 25.3  
2 
7.15 5.99 
B No 2 28.8 94 66.1 
C I don’t know   - - 12 8.4 
     Total  7 100 142 100 
From table 4 it can be seen that 36(25.3%) teachers and 5(71.4%) principals responded that the schools 
arrange pre-appraisal meeting for appraiser(s) and teachers. But 94(66.1%) teachers and 2(28.87%) principals 
responded that no pre-appraisal meetings were made. While, 12(8.45%) teachers responded that they did not 
know. 
This may show that pre appraisal meetings to discuss about appraisal issues with the teachers were not 
uniformly conducted in all of the schools. 
In table 4, X2 test for item 1 with 2 degree of freedom and α=.05 level of significance indicated that there is 
statistically significance difference between the response of teachers and principals regarding pre- appraisal 
meeting.  
In principle, the pre-appraisal meeting is the preparatory stage in the process of staff performance appraisal. 
This initial meeting is crucial aimed at establishing common understanding and agreement between evaluates 
and their evaluators. 
III. Classroom observation     
The process of collecting staff performance data can take place anywhere and anytime during the academic year. 
It should be, however, noted that classroom observation should occupy a prominent position in the process of 
data collection on teachers’ performance. Classroom observation, as a technique of performance data collection 
helps to objectively identify both weakness and strengths of teacher in his or her teaching task performance. 
In relation to this, questionnaire was administered to both teachers and principals to get information on the 
classroom observation. 
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Table 5, Teachers’ and Principals’ response regarding classroom observation 
 
S.No 
 
Items  
      Respondents   
df 
X2 
calculated 
X2 
critical Principals   Teachers  
No % No % 
1 Do the observer and the teacher jointly decide 
the schedule for classroom observation? 
       
A Yes  4 57.1 64 48.1  
2 
 
0.95 
 
5.99 B No 3 42.8 53 39.8 
C I don’t know   - - 16 12 
 Total  7 100 133 100 
2 Is there a possibility of rating teacher’s 
performance without observing classroom 
activities?  
       
A Yes  1 14.2 62 43.6  
2 
 
14.64 
 
5.99 B No 6 85.7 44 30.9 
C I don’t know   - - 36 25.3 
 Total 7 100 142 100 
As the data on table 5 item 1 revealed that, majority of teachers and principals (48.1 % and 57.14% 
respectively) confirmed that the observer and the teacher jointly decide the schedule for classroom observation. 
But, 53(39.8% teachers and 3(42.85%) principals responded that observer and the teacher do not decide the 
schedule for classroom observation. 
In table 5 item 1 the X2 test with 2 degree of freedom and α=.05 level of significance indicated that there is 
no statistically significance difference between the response of teachers and principals regarding classroom 
observation. 
Despite the fact that the observer and teachers jointly decide on the schedule for classroom observation, 
majority of teachers, 62(43.66%) and 1(14.28%) principals responded that there are possibilities of rating 
teacher’s performance without observing classroom activities. But majority of principals that is 6(85.7%) and 
44(30%) teachers responded as no joint decision had taken. 
The interviewed teacher and one of the experts from Woreda education office commonly shared the 
following ideas. 
      “…due to shortage of time, principals sometimes used to observe sample teacher from each department and 
rate other teachers without observingclassroomactivities” 
In table 5 item 2, X2 test with 2 degree of freedom and α=.05 level of significance indicated that there was 
statistically significance difference between the response of teachers and principals.  
2.5.3. Provision of appraisal feedback  
Appraisal review meetings  
Result oriented teachers’ performance appraisal system advocates formative evaluation. Formative evaluation is 
an ongoing evaluation designed to provide feedback to the person being evaluated for the purpose of self 
improvement. Formative evaluation helps to develop communication skill between the subordinates and the 
superior and thereby take corrective action or remedial action on the shortcoming revealed in the performance 
process. 
In relation to the above, questionnaire was distributed to teachers and principals and their response is 
analyzed here below 
Table 6.Questions related to performance review meetings.   
 
 
S.No 
 
 
Items  
        Respondents   
df 
X2 
calculated 
X2 
critical Principals Teachers 
No % No % 
1 Does your school arrange appraisal review 
meetings for teachers? 
       
 A Yes  6 85.7 51 35.9  
2 
7.09 5.99 
B No 1 14.2 68 47.8 
C I don’t know   - - 23 16.1 
     Total  7 100 142 100 
Table 6 revealed that 51(35.9%) teachers and 6(85.7%) principals responded that their school arranged 
appraisal review meetings. But, majority of teachers, that is 68(47.8%) and 1(14.2%) principals reported that the 
school did not arrange appraisal review meetings. 
One of the interviewed teacher responded that the school once endorsed the ROTPA plan; it was at the end 
of the semester that it becomes once again issue of discussions. This indicated that there were variations among 
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schools in practice. 
For table 6, X2 test with 2 degree of freedom and α=.05 level of significance indicated that there was 
statistically significance difference between the response of teachers and principals regarding the arrangement of 
appraisal review meetings for teachers. 
In relation to the above mentioned issue, additional question was raised for teachers and principals to 
respond the frequency of the appraisal meetings and their response is presented here under. 
Table 7. Frequency of performance review meetings 
S.No   Items                  Respondents 
    Principals 
      (N=7) 
Teachers 
(N=130) 
No % No % 
2 How frequently your school prepares performance review meetings?      
A Every 15th days as per the guideline 3 50 7 13.7 
B Rarely and irregular 1 16.6 12 23.5 
C Every academic year end - - 15 29.4 
D Every first semester   2 33.3 17 33.3 
                         Total 6 100 51 100 
As table 7 revealed that, 17(33.3%) teachers and 2(33.3%) principals confirmed that appraisal review 
meetings were held at every first semester and 3(20%) principals but 7(13.7%) teachers responded that the 
appraisal review meetings were held according to the guideline every 15th days. 12(23.5%) teachers and 1(16.6%) 
principals responded that the appraisal review meetings were held rarely and irregular. From the data it could be 
concluded that schools were not conducting appraisal review meeting as per the guidelines. 
The directive adopted by SNNPR EB (1996 E.C:20) states that appraisers should conduct appraisal review 
meetings with teachers every 15th days and follow up the progress achieved. But the deviation observed in our 
case was that principals were only deal with the appraisal issue at the end of the first semester and academic year.  
2.5.4. Provision of feedback to teachers after task observation 
Table 8. Provision of feedback to teachers after task observation 
 
 
S.No 
 
 
Items  
        Respondents   
df 
X2 
calculated 
X2 
critical Principals Teachers 
No % No % 
1 Do the appraiser(s) provide(s) feedback on the 
strong and weak points to the teachers after task 
observation(classroom observation) 
       
 A Yes  7 100 37 27.8  
2 
16.06 5.99 
B No - - 80 60.2 
C uncertain   - - 16 12 
                  Total  7 100 133 100 
Table 8 revealed that, 7(100%) principals and 37(27.8%) teachers responded that teachers were provided 
with feedback on their strong and weak points after task observation. But, 80(60.2%) teachers and no principals 
responded that teachers were not provided with feedback after classroom observation. 
For table 8, X2 test with 2 degree of freedom and α=.05 level of significance revealed that there was 
statistically significance difference in the response between teachers and principals regarding the provision of 
feedback after task observation (classroom observation) 
Table 9, Objectives of performance review meetings in schools ranking 
(Prioritization) as to the respondents. 
No Item  Responses in frequency, percentage and in ranking. 
f1 % r1 f2 % r2 D=r1-r2 D2 
1 Identify gap between actual and desired performance  7 100 1 85 59.8 1 0 0 
2 Identify problems of teachers 2 28.5 5 33 23.2 6 -1 1 
3 Discuss external problems happened  - 0 7 35 24.6 5 2 4 
4 Supporting poor performing teachers 4 57.1 3 53 37.3 3 0 0 
5 Orders/Instruction giving 1 14.2 6 45 31.6 4 2 4 
6 Plan revision 3 42.8 4 30 21.1 7 -3 9 
7 Result telling  5 71.4 2 80 56.3 2 0 0 
      N=7       Summation of D’s=∑D2 =18 
The spearman’s rank order correlation coefficient (s) is given by  
δobt.=1- =                  δ obt.=1- =1- = 0.6785
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Table 9 depicts that both respondent groups ranked the first, seventh and the fourth items from 1-3. As a 
result, the prior objectives of performance review meetings in schools were to identify the gap between actual 
and desired performance, result telling and supporting poor performing teachers. These objectives were selected 
respectively by 100%, 71.4% and 57.1 % principals and 59.8%, 56.3% and 37.3% teachers. On the other hand, 
the item which has received the least frequency of response from principal was the discussion on external 
problems. But revising the plan received least frequency from teachers’ side. Other options in the item were in 
different ranks that their comparison is only possible by employing spearman’s rank order correlation coefficient.    
The calculation for the spearman-Rank order correlation coefficient yields to be 0.6785. The critical or table 
value for δcrit. =0.7545 at N=7 and α=0.05 (two tailed). Here, we see that  
δobt.>δcritleadingto the conclusion that there is no statistically significant difference in the ranks.  
2.5.5. Teachers’ trust and confidence in their appraiser(s) 
This part deals with the assessment of teachers trust and confidence on their appraisers. To this end a 
questionnaire was administered to teachers and principals and their responses are presented as below. 
Table 10; response of teachers and principals regarding teachers trust and confidence on their appraisers 
 
 
S.No 
 
 
Items  
        Respondents   
df 
X2 
calculated 
X2 
critical Principals Teachers 
No % No % 
1 Do teachers have trust and confidence in their 
appraiser(s)? 
       
 A Yes  5 71.4 48 33.8  
1 
4.14 3.84 
B No 2 28.57 94 66.1 
                        Total 7 100 142 100 
As revealed in table 10, 94(66.19%) teachers and 2(28.57%) principals responded that teachers did not have 
trust and confidence in their appraisers; whereas, 48(33.8%) teachers and 5(71.42%) principals responded that 
teachers had trust and confidence in their appraisers. 
Response of the interviewed teacher confirmed that teachers lost trust and confidence on their appraiser due 
to the reason that appraisers lack necessary skill and knowledge in appraising teachers. In addition to this, 
appraisers did not give enough time for appraisal. They made themselves busy in other activities and focus on 
the recent activities of the teacher while they evaluate teachers’ performance. One of the interviewed experts 
from Woreda education office said that, in most cases conflicts which arise between teachers and principals had 
its root cause in relation to the appraisal process. He also said that, some principals appraise solely based on 
evidences but others appraise all teachers in similar range due to fear of resentments. This in turn had its own 
problem in that there would be no difference between highly performing teachers and low performers. 
The X2test with 1 degree of freedom for table 9 revealed that there was statistically significant difference 
between response of principals and teachers. 
2.5.6. Training for appraiser and appraisees 
This part deals with assessment of whether principals and teachers had exposure for training related to ROTPA 
system. In relation to this a questionnaire was distributed for both teacher and principals and their responses are 
analyzed here under. 
Table 11; teachers’ and principals’ response regarding training related to ROTPA system. 
 
 
S.No 
 
 
Items  
        Respondents   
 
 
df 
 
X2 
calculated 
 
X2 
critical 
  Principals  
 (N= 70) 
Teachers 
(N=142) 
No % No % 
1 Have you participated in any training on 
effective performance appraisal system? 
       
A. Yes 1 14.28 39 27.4 1 0.57 3.84 
B. No 6 85.71 103 72.5 
Total 7 100 142 100 
     
2 Was the training sufficient to know about 
effective performance appraisal system? 
    1 2.04 3.84 
A. Yes - - 16 41 
B. No 1 100 23 58.9 
Total 1 100 39 100 
As indicated in table 11, 103(72.53%) teachers and 6(85.7%) principals responded that they did not exposed 
to any training related to ROTPA and only 39(27.46%) teachers and 1(14.28%) principals were participated in 
training related to performance appraisal. 
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Regarding the sufficiency of the training to know about performance appraisal.it was majority of 
respondents, 23(58.9%) teachers and 1(100%) principal responded that the training that they took was not 
sufficient to know about performance appraisal system. 
The X2test with 1 degree of freedom for both items (item 1 and 2) revealed that statistically there was no 
difference among teachers and principals regarding their exposure to the training related to performance 
appraisal system. 
Bohlanderet al. (2001:330) described that training appraisers can vastly improve the performance appraisal. 
They further explained that the training program should focus on developing conceptual and technical skills in 
establishing an appraisal plan, eliminating raters error and finally, a training program to raters should provide 
some general points to consider for planning and conducting the feedback interview. 
 
3. Findings, Conclusion and recommendations 
3.1. Findings  
Bases on the data presented, analyzed and discussed, the following major findings were identified and presented 
as follow. 
Ø There was no common consensus on the objectives specified in ROTPA plan of the school due to lack 
of continuous discussion on the objectives between teachers and principals (appraisers). Thus, teachers 
refused to accept some objectives which they found to be difficult to achieve. 
Ø Concerning the measures used as performance standards, even though the measures were related to 
teaching learning process, it was found to be not reasonably convenient and practical in the existing 
situation of the schools. 
Ø The extent of teachers’ participation in developing the appraisal criteria was very low. Teachers were 
involved only in giving comments and passing resolutions on what was already developed by someone 
else or other body. 
Ø As reported by majority of teachers, the school principals did not arrange performance review meetings 
for teachers. Principals used the shortcomings of teachers for summative evaluation rather than taking 
corrective action or remedial actions. Teachers reported that principals only see the issue of 
performance appraisal at the end of semester or academic year. 
Ø As the response of majority of teachers reveals, they lost trust and confidence on school principal as 
their appraiser. Almost all teachers reported that a committee comprising school principal, unit leaders, 
department heads and students together can better appraise teachers’ performance result. 
Ø Concerning appraisers’ training, almost all principals but one and 72.5% teachers did not participate in 
any training related to ROTPA system. 
 
3.2. Conclusions  
Based on the findings of the study, a number of conclusions could be drawn. The following are however, the 
major ones. 
Ø Result based performance appraisal is different from other types of performance appraisal in that both 
appraiser and appraisee reach on consensus in setting objectives. What was observed in Sidama zone 
secondary schools was that teachers were not participated in setting objectives. But they were expected 
to implement what was already designed by others. 
Ø The relevance of measures used as performance appraisal with teaching learning process was 
encouraging. But, it was reported by teachers that some measures were not convenient and practical in 
prevailing school context.  
Ø Regarding the methods and process of ROTPA, majority of teachers reported that the method of 
appraisal was not clearly communicated before they are implemented. Thus, the appraisal method did not 
encourage and promote teachers to work hard. As a result, teachers were not encouraged for 
improvement and innovations. 
Ø Regarding teachers’ participation in developing ROTPA criteria, the findings revealed that teachers’ 
participation were low. Teachers were only supposed to give comments on already developed plan by the 
school principal and Woreda Education Office. Teachers were not acting as decision makers to change or 
modify the criteria set. 
Ø Concerning the provision of performance feedback, teachers reported that the schools were not 
conducting performance review meetings as per the guideline. Thus, there were no mechanisms for 
teachers to know their strengths, weaknesses, successes and areas needing improvement. 
Ø With regard to teachers’ trust and confidence in their principal as their appraiser, the finding revealed 
that, because of inadequate training and lack of administrative experience as principal, the majority of 
teachers reported that, they would be appraised best if multi-raters appraising method was employed. 
The majority of teachers suggested that, the school principal, unit leaders, department head and students 
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in committee form were preferred by teachers to be their appraisers. 
Ø Regarding training related to ROTPA, both teachers and principals reported that they did not participate 
in any training related to ROTPA. Since ROTPA is complex in its form, it needs an adequate and 
continuous training both for principals and teachers. 
 
3.3.  Recommendations  
The findings of the study revealed that ROTPA system has not been practiced as it was written in the training 
manual and some reviewed related literatures. Based on the findings of the study and conclusion drawn, the 
researcher provided the following as recommendations to improve the practice and implementation of ROTPA 
system in schools. 
Ø As many writers agreed and as stated in the ROTPA training manual, the school must fully involve 
teachers in developing the appraisal criteria and performance plan. And, common consensus should be 
reached on the objectives specified on the ROTPA plan. 
Ø Evaluating teachers’ performance is not a simple task. It needs an adequate and continuous training. 
Thus, the Woreda education office should facilitate continuous training for teachers and principals and 
this helps to develop common understanding between teachers and principals. 
Ø Measures used as performance standards must consider the prevailing school environment and the work 
culture developed in the school. The Zonal education department and Woreda education office should 
ensure the practicality and convenience of the measures used as performance standard in schools with 
the prevailing school context.   
Ø In order to appraise teachers more objectively, there should be an organized body (committee) in 
schools which has directly or indirectly experiences of teachers’ performance appraisal. Thus, the 
following bodies are recommended to appraise teachers’ performance; the principal, the unit leader, the 
department heads and the students together than principal alone as a appraiser.  
Ø If teachers identify objectives specified in ROTPA plan clearly and precisely, they will do a better job 
for achieving the desired result. Thus, the school should arrange continuous discussion on the objectives 
and teachers should reach an accurate understanding of what they are expected. 
Ø The school should arranges performance review meetings as per the guidelines and provide continuous 
feedback for teachers so that teachers identify their strengths and weakness and thereby improve their 
performance for better outcome.       
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